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HE thirteenth annual meeting of the American Philosophical 
Association was held at Yale University, December 29, 30, and 
31, in conjunction with the meeting of the affiliated Psychological 
Association. Altogether the affair was highly successful not only 
from the interest of the papers presented, but also, on the social side, 
from the cordial hospitality of Yale and her graduate club, together 
with the excellent facilities for commingling at the Hotel Taft, the 
headquarters of both associations. 

That the presence of the two associations together in New Haven 
was appreciated by their members was attested by the frequent ex- 
change of visits at their respective sessions and the awakening dis- 
cussion of the joint meeting on Wednesday morning. Except for the 
address of the President of the Philosophical Association, Professor 
McGilvary, Monday evening was left open and gave grateful oppor- 
tunity for private dinners and reunions of friends, while a joint 
dinner and smoker, on Tuesday, served to bring the members of the 
two associations together to listen to Professor Warren, the President 
of the Psychological Association, and to exchange views informally. 

As the addresses of both presidents will be published shortly 
there is no need of summarizing them here. Professor McGilvary 
spoke on ‘‘Time and the Experience of Time,’’ distinguishing his 
position from the positions of James, Bergson, and Royce; and Pro- 
fessor Warren, on ‘‘The Mental and the Physical,’’ setting forth the 
advantages of a ‘‘double aspect’’ theory in the present state of psy- 
chological investigation. 

The general attendance at the meetings of the Philosophical 
Association was large, although tardy arrivals somewhat weakened 
the first session, and haste to leave town, or perhaps an unusually 
interesting programme of the psychologists, reduced the attendance 
at the last session to a pitiful handful. It was evident that few 
papers and extended general discussion contribute most to the ends 
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of the association, for in spite of the general excellence of Monday’s 
papers and their bearing on the next day’s discussion, night came 
without that clear demarcation of problems and issues which consti- 
tutes the only end practicably attainable by such discussion. The 
association would do well to consider the advantages of a more radical 
adherence to the method of topical discussion introduced by a small 
number of papers. Furthermore, the contrast between the outcome 
of the longer discussion of Tuesday and the more limited one of the 
joint session indicated that one day, at least, is necessary for the best 
results. 

If, however, it is necessary to retain a miscellaneous programme 
for the benefit of those whose interests can not be met by the chosen 
topics, certain modifications of this year’s programme seem advis- 
able. In the first place, the beginning is a more desirable locus for 
such papers than the end, for the sake both of avoiding the discon- 
certing anticlimax of a vanishing audience and of approaching fresh 
minds and not those already jaded or turned to other lines of reflec- 
tion by previous meetings. Secondly, the practise of circulating 
abstracts should not be allowed to lapse so that, as at the present 
meeting, most critics begin with the apology that they had had no 
abstracts should not be allowed to lapse so that, as at the present 
tion of a speaker’s time is twenty minutes, he should write a twenty- 
minute paper and not make extempore and not always intelligible 
omissions, or read against time at a speed far greater than human 
articulatory powers can master or human apprehension meet. 

Monday morning’s meeting was duly opened by Professor Mc- 
Gilvary. Professor W. M. Urban spoke on ‘‘Existance, Value, and 
Reality.’’ His contentions were that value is indefinable; that it 
belongs neither to existence nor to subsistence, but is a third type of 
objective ; that value presupposes existence, but does not depend upon 
it; that all values are scaled; and that a theory of existence is inde- 
pendent of a theory of value. Professor Pitkin pointed out that what 
we have here is really a relational theory of value, and he maintained 
that the theory could be better stated in other terms. Professor Ur- 
ban’s conception of a special value judgment seemed to him undesir- 
able. Professor Sheldon objected to conceiving value as something that 
lies behind qualities that are not values, or, in other words, to making 
them a sort of Kantian thing-in-itself. He also expressed a wish for 
a presentation of concrete instances. Professor Urban replied that he 
was trying to eliminate the value judgment, but he could not accept 
value as quality because of such ambiguities as that of the concept 
of good, used in the ethical, and in the more general sense. 

If the first discussion seemed based on the assumption that the 
meaning of words can be determined apart from concrete situations, 
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Professor Henderson’s paper, on ‘‘The Scale of Values,’’ proceeded 
in the opposite fashion. A questionnaire was presented with a view to 
scaling moral, intellectual, social, economic, taste, and health values 
in the order of desirability. There was rather general dissent to the 
questionnaire proposed by Professor Henderson both on the ground 
of ambiguity as to the exact situations intended, and a tendency of 
his cases, in some instances, to involve each other surreptitiously. 
Professors Tufts, Sheldon, and Creighton introduced a discussion as 
to the value of any hypothetical situations on the ground that choices 
made in them differ fundamentally from those made under the pres- 
sure of actual living. Attention then turned to the classes of people 
from whom answers had been obtained, and many thought these 
rather artificially selected. Professor Henderson’s reply recognized 
these objections, but he insisted that an approximation had been 
obtained in the order moral, intellectual, social, property, and health 
values, that had some predictive significance as to the choices of 
most individuals. 

The last paper of the morning, Professor Cohen’s ‘‘ History versus 
Value,’’ contested the value of history as peculiarly exhibiting the 
nature of things, or their values. The special cases of economics, 
jurisprudence, ethies, politics, religion, and philosophy were examined 
for evidence. The opinion of the meeting seemed, however, to accord 
with that expressed by Professor Woodbridge, that a false use of 
history had been assumed in the argument, for while history does 
not determine standards, it is an extension of experience, and often 
enables us to understand valuations through the conditions that 
gave rise to them. Professor Tufts also insisted upon the value of 
the correct use of history, illustrating his point by a conception of 
law as a growing essence. 

In the afternoon Dr. Kallen was first on the programme with a 
brilliantly written paper on ‘‘ Value and Existence in Art and Re- 
ligion.’’ In a world not made for man, men must contradict their 
own experience; hence, value has its seat, not in nature, but in human 
nature. Value appears as an ideal reconstruction of environment; 
the unity of mind results from the interests of the body. Immor- 
tality and freedom are also desiderates, but while art acknowledges 
the reality of experience and changes existence into values by inject- 
ing value into it, religion conserves values which it postulates outside 
of existence, but does not create them. Professor Hocking anathe- 
matized the paper as an epitome of what he most disbelieved. Re- 
ligion and philosophy do not deal with the unreal and subjective. 
Values are rooted in experience and in the permanent. Because of 
the possibility of a vicarious satisfaction of instincts, the plurality 
of values is not ultimate, but can be reduced to forms of the one value. 
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Dr. Kallen replied that the empirical attitude is self-validating in 
the struggle for existence and that the conditions of satisfaction are 
not facts. 

Professor Tufts presented the most empirical paper of the after- 
noon, on ‘‘Social Factors in the Judgment of Value.’’ The situa- 
tion in which predicates of valuation arise is dominated by a selec- 
tive activity of the organism. This may change its character from 
time to time as can be seen in the history of economic, social, ethical, 
and esthetic values. The good, for example, is empirically only 
good because good people approve it. Existence could only deter- 
mine a standard of value if we could find in the universe something 
sympathetic to ourselves, a larger self, as it were. Professor Over- 
street voiced the importance of the analysis of actual situations where 
the type of situation determines value, but he objected to distinc- 
tions made in terms of objectivity, subjectivity, or mixed forms when 
we don’t really know what objectivity, etc., mean. It is better to 
think of value merely in terms of real situation. Professor Tufts, 
however, felt that this was merely a question of nomenclature. 

Professor Montague’s paper, ‘‘A Neo-realistic Conception of 
Value,’’ defined values as ‘‘all objects in so far as they satisfy human 
interests,’’ and developed this definition as implying two sorts of 
value, primary and secondary,—those satisfying interests of conscious 
life, and those regulative of impersonal processes. All values have 
extensity and intensity. He confined himself to developing the class 
of primary values with respect to their relations to cognitive, affect- 
ive, and conative faculties. Values are forms of adaptation to 
environment. The truth-seeker bows to things as they are, the good- 
seeker needs arrogance, but the beauty-seeker must trust to luck. 
Professor Bakewell remarked that this discussion was peculiarly 
foreign to the realistic position, and objectionable because, factually, 
some values, such as the esthetic, are not measurable by extensity 
and intensity. Also the distinction between the primary and sec- 
ondary values is only one of degree, so the principle of division 
leads to a cross classification. We can enjoy beliefs and appreciate 
the beauty of truths. Moreover, the principle of conformity between 
individual and environment is false,—witness the case of the martyr 
whose quivering flesh is not the conformity to environment that a 
value should attain. Professor Sheldon also objected to the a priort 
standpoint of the classification and to the artificial division of the 
individual into three faculties. Professor French asked if there were 
no wholly objective values. To this last Professor Montague answered 
categorically, no. He then justified his method as the one best for 
the association and his content as providing for an intersection of 
values; truth can be pursued for logical, ethical, or esthetic ends. 
The case of the martyr is no real exception. 
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On account of the lateness of the hour, the paper of Dr. Dashiell, 
who was introduced by Professor Woodbridge, was postponed until 
Wednesday morning. 

Dr. Dashiell emphasized the dynamic aspect of the universe and 
defined value as that character of things which the conditions of 
dynamic life throw into perspective. The distinction between value 
and things is accordingly relative, and valuation may create new 
values as well as modify old ones. The value experience is primary 
and only afterwards analyzable into the organic and extra-organic; 
hence it is incorrect to try to attribute a priori either an organic or 
an extra-organic constitution to values. Dr. Drake’s criticism was 
primarily directed at Dr. Dashiell’s conception of the ultimateness of 
value. Values result from the reaction of an organism on its per- 
ceptions, but some values are irreducible, others not. Dr. Dashiell 
had not distinguished intrinsic and extrinsic values. For all prac- 
tical purposes consciousness is necessary for values and some, though 
not all values, are modified by valuation. Dr. Dashiell replied that 
he objected to making value a reaction to perceptior. merely. The 
relational theory is not to be reduced to a simple relation between 
two things. 

Professor Sheldon opened the general discussion and derived a 
definition of value through a comparison of instances of values and 
their-common properties. The resulting conclusion, after examining 
six classes of values, those satisfying instinct, the economic, the 
esthetic, the moral, the intellectual, and the religious, was that value 
is always the furthering of a tendency already present, but is not 
dependent upon consciousness. Values are real and closely related 
to potentiality. The scale of values is relative to the number of 
tendencies furthered ; hence the high value of personality. If a tend- 
ency to perfection were omnipresent in experience there would be 
an all-inclusive value. 

Professor Perry, the other leader of the debate, was rich in refer- 
ences to published studies of value. He took his departure from 
Professor Sheldon in asserting the need of discussing value in episte- 
mological terms on the ground that values can not be collected like 
butterflies. His first task was to present a classification of definitions 
of value. From this classification it resulted that, although judg- 
ments of value are often complex, there is no unique class of value 
judgments. Value is a certain kind of fact and all values exist. But 
wherever there is value, there is a certain kind of bias of interest; 
hence effort and interest form the central point in discussing value. 
A norm is merely an acknowledged standard. 

In reply to Professor Overstreet’s question as to the exact rela- 
tion between the papers, it was gradually brought out that Professor 
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Perry’s conception of interest, while relating in his opinion to the 
structure and nature of things, is still a mental factor, and so 
narrower than Professor Sheldon’s tendency, and Professor Perry 
seemed to imply that values give a fulfilment of interest, while they 
only further Professor Sheldon’s tendency. 

Professor Urban introduced the distinction between the psycho- 
logical and the ontological definitions. The latter he believed to be 
impossible, but the former, as given by Professor Perry, was in 
accordance with his own views. If Professor Sheldon uses the words 
‘‘better than,’’ he must presuppose the fulfilment condition for 
values. 

For some moments the discussion drifted into a sceptical turn. 
Professor Pitkin confessed an inability to understand what was meant 
by ‘‘bias,’’ ‘‘interest,’’ and ‘‘appetite’’ as used to ground the defini- 
tion of value, and he thought that Professor Urban was wrong in 
inferring that value is absolute from the fact that values can be 
ordered, since, as the mathematicians have taught us, entities that can 
be ordered must be complexes. And Professor Creighton maintained 
that the whole procedure was aimed at a type of scholastic defini- 
tion of little value beside a discussion of the actual manifestations 
of values. Professor Woodbridge suggested that Professor Sheldon 
had really restated in modern philosophy certain classic questions 
which should be discussed, such as, Is being good? and with such 
questions goes the need of reanalyzing potentiality and actuality. 
Professor Perry objected that this sort of question was unintelligible 
as meaning different things to different people, and Professor Love- 
joy pointed out that historically Professor Woodbridge’s problem 
had led to an ‘‘immoral optimism.’’ He then recurred to the original 
discussion by defending definitions against Professor Creighton on 
the grounds of utility. Professor Perry should define his position 
more closely with reference to hedonism, for hedonistic satisfaction 
means gratification of interests, and if a plurality of interests is also 
a good, the concept of the good has a double meaning transcending 
pure hedonism. 

Dr. Kallen maintained, as against Professor Pitkin, that the ques- 
tion of discovering the element of value is independent of those ele- 
ments, but he felt with Professor Creighton, that a knowledge of 
acquaintance is worth more than too much knowledge about. Pro- 
fessor Perry’s definition, moreover, was circular without some ex- 
ternal criterion of satisfaction. 

The afternoon’s discussion crystallized the differences between 
Professor Perry and Professor Sheldon, as anticipated above. Its 
new features were Miss Calkins’s extension of the olive branch to the 
New Realists, and the introduction, somewhat late, of the problem 
of the scaling of values. 














PSYCHOLOGY AND SCIENTIFIC METHODS 63 


Miss Calkins, forgetting her last year’s harmony with Professor 
Perry, again entertainingly offered a first agreement, for his concept 
of interest, as well as Professor Montague’s satisfaction, coincides with 
her idealistic liking and willing. She might be willing to differ from 
Professor Montague as to classes of the valued, for his cognitive 
values made no appeal, but in fundamental points, he was ripe to 
enter a triumvirate with her and Professor Perry. Professor Urban 
thought the agreement of slight significance because it was on grounds 
general enough to be psychological commonplaces. Professor Over- 
street insisted on trying to introduce discord into the triumvirate, 
first by offering crucial examples and then by distinguishing an 
organicity party (Professor Perry) from a psychological party (Miss 
Calkins and Professor Montague). Professor Sheldon could not be 
even an ally because his potentiality differed radically from the kind 
of liking and seeking the others meant. Crucial instances introduced 
by Professor Pitkin, Professor Tufts, and Professor Lord empha- 
sized the fact that his tendency was something wider than the limita- 
tions of conscious or organic processes, though inclusive of such 
processes. Professor French found it hard to believe that value could 
be so defined and have the same meaning in case of physical as in 
case of conscious processes. 

A certain confusion was introduced when certain members tried 
to recur to the problem of the relation of value to existence and the 
problem of mechanism and teleology. Professor McGilvary inquired 
why we suppose that what aids tendency is good and what opposes 
it evil. Is desire nothing but consciousness of movement toward, or 
is something more added? 

Professor Spaulding thought that Professor Sheldon’s answer 
shifted the ground and introduced the second dominant topic of the 
afternoon by inquiring how we decided what tendencies give rise to 
values that are better than others. The answer, that it was the 
number of tendencies furthered, Professor Creighton characterized 
as the reductio ad absurdum of the whole discussion, and it did not 
seem, in general, to satisfy the members of the association. Professor 
Pitkin suggested that instead of a number of individual tendencies, 
the maximum action in the field might furnish a criterion ; Professor 
Hocking, that it might be the kind of quantitative control; and Pro- 
fessor Overstreet, that it might be the inclusiveness of the tendency. 
Professor Sheldon did not seem very certain of his attitude toward 
these suggestions and, unfortunately, the lateness of the hour pre- 
vented a sharpening of the issues on this point, as the meeting was 
adjourned in favor of the business meeting. 

On Wednesday morning a joint discussion with the Psychological 
Association took place. The topic was ‘‘The Standpoint and Method 
of Psychology.’’ President Warren presided. 
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Professor Creighton discussed two questions: Would results in 
psychology analogous to those of the physical sciences satisfy us? and 
is the identity between the physical and the mental such that similar 
methods can be applied in psychology and in the physical sciences? 
To both questions his reply was a qualified negative. Psychology has 
the same ideal of accuracy as other sciences, but its obligation to deal 
with personality and with social problems alters its status. We are 
under no logical necessity to divide mind into faculties and, factually, 
we need not interpolate psychical states between things and experi- 
ence. Psychology falls on the one hand into brain physiology, and, 
on the other, into an interpretation of life in terms of the self. 

Professor F. M. Urban maintained that philosophy develops its 
methods and problems independently, and takes its material from the 
entire field of experience. Psychology cultivates part of this field 
and is related to philosophy exactly as the other sciences are. Certain 
problems of introspection, probability, and the psychometric func- 
tions lead directly to philosophic considerations, and in them the 
philosopher can be of help to the psychologist. For example, in try- 
ing to correlate mental states as revealed by introspection with defi- 
nite groups of conditions, one is confronted with the difficulty that no 
group of conditions, however carefully controlled, will always pro- 
duce the same mental content. The judgments given on the com- 
parison of two stimuli have all the features of chance events. Are 
we to conclude that they are not causally necessitated? Or again, 
with psychometries comes the use of analytic functions and the as- 
sumption that natural events may be represented by analytic func- 
tions. Causal connection is represented by functional dependence, 
and psychology uses a highly specialized form of this notion only. 
What are the reasons for doing so? The answer must result from 
analyzing the logical implications of the assumption, and from find- 
ing the consequences of dropping it as a whole or in part. The 
result is an analysis of the idea of causality. 

Professor Dewey turned aside from the ‘‘dreary’’ methodological 
problem and discussed the unwieldy ideas that students of psy- 

chology bring to the philosophic class-room, ideas which it is the 
chief labor of the teacher of philosophy to eradicate. Some examples 
are the idea of a distinct world of the psychic, and of the privacy of 
consciousness. Either philosophy must be wholly compromised by 
such psychological conceptions or the philosopher must challenge the 
ideas of the psychologist. Naturally he prefers the latter alternative. 
Nor is he presumptuous in doing so, for not only have some among 
the psychologists challenged them, but also history shows that many 
of these notions are nothing but adaptations of notions forged by 
philosophers which, having given, they can take away. Behaviorism 
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is promising, but must not be prejudiced by earlier psychological 
conceptions. It can not mean mere mechanics of the nervous system, 
a subcutaneous psychology, but must permit environment to be taken 
into consideration as well. Perhaps the most important thing is to 
get rid of the abstract term consciousness, although it is, of course, 
justifiable to distinguish conscious acts from those that are not 
conscious. 

Professor Miinsterberg built up his discussion from the fight in 
Germany over the proposed separation of philosophical and psycho- 
logical professorships. He believes that psychology can never lead 
us to real philosophical problems since psychological facts can be 
interpreted by any one of several conflicting theories; double aspect, 
interactional, or parallelistic. Philosophy must determine general 
conceptions, but it determines them a priori and without reference to 
experience. Dualism is preferable, and there are two sorts of psy- 
chology, usually unhappily mixed; the objective, or causal, and the 
subjective, or purposive. The former is most studied, but it is no 
more truly psychology than the latter. Causal psychology is justi- 
fied by the success of applied psychology, and it is in this field that 
behaviorism may succeed. Both forms are transcended in the over- 
individual will and absolute validity. 

Professor Yerkes was unfortunately absent, so the meeting was 
thrown open for general discussion. Miss Calkins found herself 
close to Professor Creighton in distinguishing the two kinds of psy- 
chology and introduced her nomenclature of the ideal (causal), and 
the self (teleological), psychology. Professor Dearborn emphasized 
the need for practical psychology, but objected to the introduction 
of any artificial limitations. Professor Dunlap expressed sympathy 
with Professor Dewey, although he recognized certain difficulties in 
delimiting the behaviorist’s field, manifest in such problems as 
whether such processes as digestion should not also be ranked as 
behavior. Professor Stanley Hall called attention to the contrast 
between himself and Professor Miinsterberg, for he had gone from 
philosophy to psychology, while Professor Miinsterberg was going 
in the opposite direction, and inquired whether it was not artificial 
to separate the problems. He concluded, however, that the impor- 
tant thing was to keep at work, for the carrying through of any one 
point of view would be an advantage. 

The small afternoon session was opened by Professor Armstrong’s 
discussion of ‘‘Bergson, Berkeley, and Philosophical Intuition.’’ 
Professor Armstrong contended that Bergson’s attempt to reduce 
philosophies to developments of a single intuition, however inspiring 
and vital its results might appear to students, distorted the facts. 
For example, although Berkeley’s philosophy is a theistic immaterial- 










































66 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY 


ism, it is equally true that Berkeley wished to reform science. The 
immaterialism might have been related to several different concep- 
tions of science. We can ask, then, whether his scientific conceptions, 
and Bergson’s own biology, are mere media of expression or integral 
parts in their respective philosophies. Both Professor Lovejoy and 
Miss Calkins welcomed this emphasis on Berkeley’s philosophy as 
being something more than a mere doctrine of esse est percipi and 
Professor Lovejoy pointed out other evils that Bergson’s conception 
of intuition introduced into the study of the history of philosophy. 

Professor Riley read some excerpts concerning ‘‘Some Aspects of 
the New Realism’’ from a book that he is about to bring out on the 
history of American philosophy. The extracts exposited the origins 
and development of the new realism and the doctrines set forth in the 
realists’ volume. Professor Lovejoy objected that the place indicated 
for the account in the book distorted chronology for the sake of con- 
necting the old with the new realism, and Professor Perry complained 
of lack of reference to the influence of James. Professor Riley justi- 
fied himself before Professor Lovejoy by explaining the popular char- 
acter of the intended book, and before Professor Perry by referring 
to unread chapters. 

Mrs. Ladd-Franklin’s paper, which should have been entitled, 
‘*The Non-Existence of Existence’’ instead of ‘‘Non-occurrence,’’ as 
on the official programme, was fundamentally an exposition of in- 
definables in philosophy. The abstract term existence has no mean- 
ing unless ‘‘précisé.’’ We need a conception of domain of which 
may be asked whether a specified object occurs in this domain, in- 
stead of a meaningless question concerning the existence of the 
object. Domains are the indefinables, although they may be fixed by 
the logical method of pointing. They have not yet been completely 
classified, but the distinction of the domain of objects having a ‘‘ past- 
ness’’-, and a ‘‘space-coefficient,’’ and that of objects not having 
these, is general. The terms real and reality are as obscure as the 
term existence and need further demarcations. The doctrine that 
results from these conceptions is a hypothetical realism and a real 
solepsism. Professor Lovejoy gladly welcomed the expression ‘‘oc- 
currence in a domain.”’ 

Professor Hyslop laid bare certain prejudices entering into our 
thinking from an unjustifiable carrying over of distinctions from one 
field to another. Thus the mechanical, the physical, and the teleo- 
logical are grouped together as against the teleological, the spiritual, 
the supernatural, etc., although the assimilation of the terms in the 
two groups is logically unnecessary and historically sequential upon 
the rise of Christian thought. Professor Montague offered several 
valuable illustrations and, as Professor Britain, the last speaker on 
the programme, was absent, the session was declared at an end. 
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At the business meeting of the Philosophical Association the fol- 
lowing officers were elected: President, Professor Tufts; Vice-presi- 
dent, Professor Sheldon; Secretary and Treasurer, Professor Spaul- 
ding; Members of the Executive Committee, Professor Bakewell, Pro- 
fessor Riley, and Professor Bush (to serve one year in place of Miss 
Calkins, resigned). Besides the usual business, Professor Creighton 
introduced Professor Hoernlé who laid before the Association the 
attractions of the International Congress of Philosophy to meet in 
London in 1915. The place of the Association’s meeting next year 
was left in the hands of the executive committee with power. 

At a joint business meeting with the Psychological Association 
the report of the special committee that has been studying the con- 
ditions of the resignation of Professor Mecklin from Lafayette was 
unanimously accepted, and instructions given concerning its publica- 
tion and circulation. 


Harotp CHAPMAN BROWN. 
CoLUMBIA UNIVERSITY. 





THE CASE OF PROFESSOR MECKLIN 


REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY OF THE AMERICAN PHILO- 
SOPHICAL ASSOCIATION AND THE AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL 
ASSOCIATION 


Y the joint action of the presidents of the two associations, the 
undersigned have been appointed a committee to inquire into 

the circumstances connected with the resignation of Dr. John M. 
Mecklin, in June last, from the professorship of philosophy and 
psychology at Lafayette College. Reports of the incident published 
in certain scientific journals and statements made by Professor Meck- 
lin seemed to the presidents of the associations to give prima facie 
grounds for the belief that Professor Mecklin’s resignation was given 
under virtual compulsion ; that it was primarily due to the objections 
of the president of the college to philosophical teachings contained, 
or supposed to be contained, in certain text-books used by him; that 
the precise nature of the doctrines to which exception was taken had 
not been made clear by the governing authorities of the college; that 
the whole affair was involved in a degree of indefiniteness and ob- 
security which might, if not dissipated, operate unfairly to the injury 
of the professional standing of Dr. Mecklin; and that the procedure 
used in bringing about his separation from the Lafayette College 
faculty was of a somewhat summary and peculiar character. The 
case, therefore, seemed to the presidents of both associations to be 
one calling for investigation, in order that the facts might be fully 
and accurately ascertained and made known to the members of these 
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associations and such other persons as might have an interest therein. 
The personnel of the committee was not completely determined until 
October; at the request of the chairman, the two presidents have 
acted as members ex officio. 

The committee’s understanding of the purposes and scope of its 
inquiry is sufficiently indicated by the first letter to President War- 
field, sent November 12, which, with the omission of the prefatory 
paragraph, is as follows: 

‘*The function of the committee is primarily to secure an authori- 
tative statement of the facts in the case which can be laid before the 
members of the associations (of both of which Professor Mecklin is a 
member) at their approaching annual meetings, for their informa- 
tion. The concern of these bodies in the matter is twofold. They 
consist for the most part of members of the university teaching 
profession, and they are therefore anxious to ascertain the reason for 
any action which may have the effect of injuring the professional 
standing and opportunities of any of their own members. It would 
seem, in the second place, desirable that the members of these asso- 
ciations should know somewhat definitely what doctrinal restrictions 
are imposed upon teachers and investigators in philosophy and psy- 
chology in the principal American institutions of learning. Such 
knowledge it is important to our members to have, both in order that 
their action in making recommendations for positions and the like 
may be guided thereby, and also that in their judgment of the depart- 
ment of philosophy and psychology in any institution, they may bear 
in mind the predetermined limits of liberty of opinion which affect 
the tenure of professorships in that institution. It has been publicly 
asserted that restrictions of this kind obtain at Lafayette College. 

‘*TIn its attempt to secure the desired information the committee, 
of course, turns first to yourself and to Professor Mecklin. We shall 
therefore be greatly obliged if you will let us know whether the 
statements already published in Science and the JoURNAL OF PHILOS- 
OPHY regarding the circumstances of Professor Mecklin’s resignation 
seem to you accurate, and what your understanding is as to the 
doctrinal requirements imposed upon professors of philosophy and 
psychology at Lafayette. The points about which we especially de- 
sire to be informed are indicated by the accompanying questions; we 
shall be obliged if, as an aid to giving definiteness to any statement 
which the committee may prepare on the subject, you will cover these 
questions in the reply which we hope you will be good enough to let 
us have.’’ 

The appended questions were as follows: 
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“1. Was the resignation of Professor Mecklin called for by the 
administrative authorities of Lafayette (a) because of certain doc- 
trines held or taught by him; or (b) because of certain doctrines 
contained in the text-books used by him? 
| ‘*2, In either case, what, specifically, were the opinions or teach- 
ings to which objection was made? 

**3. Are the statements made by Professor Mecklin in THE Jour- 
NAL OF Puitosopuy of September 25, 1913, regarded by the adminis- 
trative authorities of Lafayette College as giving a substantially 
accurate and sufficient account of the facts in the case? 

“*4, Is subscription to any specified creed a requisite to appoint- 
ment to a professorship in Lafayette College? 

‘*5. Are the professors of philosophy and psychology required, 
so long as they hold their positions, to conform their teachings to any 
specified creed or doctrine ? 

‘*6. If so, what is this creed ? 

**7, Are similar requirements imposed upon professors of other 
departments, such as biology and geology? 

**8,. In case of alleged deviation by any professor from the doc- 
trinal standards of the college, by whose interpretation of these 
standards is such deviation determined ?’’ 

It should be said at once that the committee has failed to secure 
from President Warfield any definite answer to its inquiries. One 
month later, after a second copy of the above letter had been sent, 
the following communication was received: 

‘“Lafayette College has long been conducted under the general 
direction of the Synod of Pennsylvania of the Presbyterian Church. 
It has given very definite pledges to the public at large and par- 
ticularly to those who have contributed to its endowment and who 
have entrusted their sons to its instruction, that the teachings in 
its class-rooms should be consistent in substance and in tendency 
with the standards of the Church. The professorship of mental and 
moral philosophy was endowed by an alumnus and member of the 
board of trustees with clear and positive statement that it was his 
purpose in endowing the professorship to continue the type of teach- 
ing of philosophy which had long been characteristic of the college and 
to provide thereby a foundation for conservative Christian thought 
and character. The board of trustees of the college, acting under 
the responsibility imposed by its charter and in the performance of 
the trusts created by individuals is, of course, the judge of the fitness 
of a professor and the satisfactory performance of the duties belong- 
ing to his professorship. 

‘‘ Acting through the proper officers with deliberation and with 
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full opportunity for all those interested to be heard, the resignation 
of Professor John M. Mecklin, Ph.D., was asked and given." 
(signed) 
‘<J. W. HOLLENBACK, 
President Board of Trustees, 
E. D. WarFIELD, 
President, 
McCuuney RaDcuiFFE, 
Chairman Curriculum Committee.’’ 


The lateness of the date making it impossible for the chairman 
to consult the entire committee, he, upon his own responsibility, on 
December 19, addressed the following to President Warfield: 

‘*T beg to acknowledge with thanks the receipt of the communi- 
cation signed by yourself and Messrs. Hollenback and Radcliffe, in 
reply to the inquiries of the committee of the American Philosophical 
and Psychological Associations of which I have the honor to be 
chairman. I note that, by your letter, the board of trustees of the 
college assumes the official responsibility for asking, as well as accept- 
ing, the resignation of Professor Mecklin. 

‘*May I express the hope that you will be good enough to let the 
committee have, from yourself personally, some more specific state- 
ment in regard to certain facts in the case concerning which we 
greatly desire to be informed ? 

‘*1. The committee will not, I think, be able to gather from the 
reply thus far received, precisely what teachings of Professor Mecklin 
were regarded by the trustees as the grounds upon which his resigna- 
tion was asked for. 

‘**2. The committee will further be unable to gather what specific 
doctrinal requirements are laid upon the professors of philosophy 
and psychology at Lafayette College. I note the statement in your 
letter to the effect that the college ‘has given very definite pledges 

1 Since the presentation of this report, the chairman is in receipt of a com- 
munication from a member of the board of trustees, who states that he feels it 
his duty to place before the committee some actual facts which are not in 
accordance with the above communication. He writes: ‘‘It is possible that the 
curriculum committee did ask for the resignation of Professor Mecklin, though 
not to my knowledge. It is certain that the trustees before whom the matter 
was brought by the committee did not ask for the resignation of Professor 
Mecklin. The resignation of Professor Mecklin was given under pressure, it is 
true, but was not distinctly asked for by the board of trustees. The last state- 
ment, therefore, in the certificate sent to you [that cited above] is not in accord- 
ance with the facts. I am not at present attempting to discuss the remainder of 
this certificate as to whether it is in accordance with the facts or not, but because 
I have not discussed it I do not wish it to be inferred that I believe it to be in 
accordance with the facts.’’ The chairman of the committee publishes this 
statement as a part of the evidence in the case. 
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that the teachings in its class-rooms should be consistent in substance 
and in tendency with the standards of the Presbyterian Church.’ 
It would appear, however, that Professor Mecklin declares that his 
teachings in his class-room have never been inconsistent with the 
standards of that Church, as they are interpreted by many ministers 
and other members of the Church. It would seem from this that it 
is not Presbyterian doctrine as such, but some particular interpreta- 
tion of that doctrine, which is required at Lafayette. The committee 
is anxious to be referred to some statement of that interpretation. 
It seems not unfair to ask that when a college thus stands committed 
to the teaching of a particular body of philosophical and religious 
doctrine, it should make clear to all concerned what that body of 
doctrine is, or indicate the creed or confession in which it may be 
found formulated. 

‘**3. The attention of the committee has been called by a number 
of persons connected with the college, including members of the 
board of trustees, to article VIII. of the charter of the college, with 
which you are no doubt familiar. The committee is somewhat at 
a loss to reconcile this article of the charter with the statement which 
you have kindly made in regard to the doctrinal requirements im- 
posed upon professors. Is this article held by the trustees to have 
been abrogated by subsequent acts? And is it held by the trustees 
that this clause is not a binding force in the execution of the trusts 
created by the benefactors of the college? 

‘‘The committee’s desire is solely for an authoritative statement 
of the facts in the matter, which is clearly of general interest and 
concern to the entire body of teachers in philosophy and psychology. 
We of course take it for granted that the authorities of Lafayette 
College have no desire to prevent the facts from being fully known. 
We are therefore encouraged to hope that we may once more be 
favored with a reply to our request for information.’’ To this 
letter President Warfield replied on December 26 as follows: 

‘‘T beg to acknowledge your letter in which you ask from me 
‘personally’ ‘some more specific statement’ in regard to certain 
facts in connection with the resignation of Professor John M. 
Mecklin, Ph.D. 

‘“‘T trust you will pardon me if I say that your committee has 
no relation to me personally which would justify my making a 
personal statement to you with regard to these matters. 

‘‘You are quite correct in supposing that the ‘authorities of 
Lafayette College have no desire to prevent the facts from being 
fully known.’ Those who were recognized as speaking for Dr. Meck- 
lin formally requested of the board of trustees that no information 
should be given to the public with regard to what took place before 
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the board of trustees except that after the consideration of a report 
from the curriculum committee Dr. Mecklin offered his resignation, 
which was accepted, and that he was granted a year’s salary. I feel 
myself absolutely concluded [sic] by this action from any personal 
statement in regard to several of the matters involved. 

‘‘The Synod of Pennsylvania is the duly constituted visitor of 
the college. The chairman of the committee of visitation for 1913 
is a member of the staff of instruction of Union Theological Seminary 
of New York City. 

‘**T hope you will, on reflection, perceive the impropriety of my 
discussing with your committee questions affecting the college or its 
members. 

*‘Very truly yours, 
(signed) E. D. WaRFIELD.”’ 


This closes the correspondence between the committee and the presi- 
dent of Lafayette College. 

On the same date on which the first-mentioned letter was ad- 
dressed to President Warfield a copy of it and the appended ques- 
tions was sent to Professor Mecklin, together with the following: 

‘“We shall be obliged if you will put before the committee a 
statement of any facts which seem to you pertinent to our inquiry. 
We should like in particular to know: 

‘*1, Whether, on accepting your appointment at Lafayette, you 
had either a tacit or definite understanding that your teaching was 
subject to certain doctrinal restrictions. 

‘*2. What specific objections either to your teaching or to the 
text-books used were made by President Warfield in his letters to or 
conversations with you. 

‘*3. By whose judgment your alleged departure from Presby- 
terian standards was determined. 

‘‘Any other documents bearing upon the case, in addition to 
those you have already sent Professor Warren, the committee will 
be glad to receive. Our purpose, as explained in the letter to Presi- 
dent Warfield, is primarily to secure authoritative statements, not 
only of the facts in the case in which -you were personally concerned, 
but also of the precise restrictions imposed upon freedom of inquiry 
and teaching in philosophy and psychology at Lafayette College.’’ 
To this request Professor Mecklin responded with a full statement; 
he has subsequently answered directly and with detail further inter- 
rogations of the committee, has had an interview with several of the 
members, and has shown himself at all times ready to assist the 
committee in its investigation. The committee has also received, in 
reply to inquiries, letters from several members of the board of 
trustees of the college, and from members of the faculty, and has 
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seen letters concerning the character and religious influence of Pro- 
fessor Mecklin’s teaching written by former students of his. In 
this material, which is too voluminous to reproduce, the committee 
believes it has sufficient evidence to justify it in presenting certain 
conclusions. These conclusions bear upon three general questions. 

I. What, before the present case arose, has been the accepted 
understanding as to the limits of freedom in philosophical and psy- 
chological teaching at Lafayette College? 

American colleges and universities fall into two classes: those 
in which freedom of inquiry, of belief, and of teaching is, if not 
absolutely unrestricted, at least subject to limitations so few and so 
remote as to give practically no occasion for differences of opinion; 
and those which are frankly instruments of denominational or polit- 
ical propaganda. The committee does not consider itself authorized 
to discuss the question whether the existence of both sorts of insti- 
tution is desirable. If, therefore, the present case were one in which 
a teacher in a professedly denominational college had in his teaching 
expressly repudiated some clearly defined and generally accepted ' 
doctrine of that denomination, the committee would not feel justi- 
fied in proceeding further with the matter. These associations 
should, in the committee’s opinion, intervene in questions of this 
sort only for three ends: (1) To ascertain which institutions do, and 
which do not, officially profess the principle of freedom of teaching; 
(2) to ascertain, with a fair degree of definiteness, in the case of 
those institutions which do not, what the doctrinal limitations im- 
posed upon their teachers of philosophy and psychology are; and 
(3) to call attention publicly to all instances in which, in institu- 
tions of the former sort, freedom of teaching appears to have been 
interfered with, or in which, in institutions of the latter sort, restric- 
tions other than those antecedently laid down appear to have been 
imposed. 

Upon the question whether Lafayette is to be classed with insti- 
tutions of the first or second type, the committee finds a surprising 
measure of disagreement among officers, teachers, and graduates of 
the college. Article VIII. of the college charter provides: 

‘‘That persons of every religious denomination shall be capable 
of being elected trustees, nor shall any person, either as principal, 
professor, tutor or pupil, be refused admittance into said college, or 
denied any of the privileges, immunities or advantages thereof for 
or on account of his sentiments in matters of religion.’’ 

In accordance with this clause of the charter, a trustee writes 
the committee as follows: 

‘‘T need not remind you that Lafayette College is not a theo- 
logical institution, nor does it profess to teach, or impose upon its 
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teachers or students, any creed or doctrinal religious standards.... 
Whatever may be Dr. Mecklin’s impression of the attitude of the 
president, so far as the trustees and faculty of the institution are 
concerned, I know of no policy or shaping thereof that in any way 
involves the recognition or inculeation of any sectarian creed, Presby- 
terian or otherwise, much less any particular type of Presbyterian- 
ism.’’ This interpretation of the charter—which is obviously in 
harmony with its text—is evidently shared by other members of the 
board of trustees. 

On the other hand, the testimony of some members of the faculty, 
and that of President Warfield and Messrs. Hollenback and Rad- 
cliffe already cited, is that there is a general assumption that the 
teaching of professors shall be in harmony with the doctrinal stand- 
ards of the Presbyterian Church. The General Catalogue (1912-13) 
contains the following statement (p. 146) : 

‘‘The aim of Lafayette College is distinctly religious. Under the 
general direction of the Synod of Pennsylvania of the Presbyterian 
Church, its instruction is in full sympathy with the doctrines of that 
body. At the same time religious instruction is carried on with 
a view to a broad and general development of Christian character, 
within the lines of general acceptance among evangelical Christians, 
the points of agreement, rather than those of disagreement, being 
dwelt upon.’’ 

The last sentence would appear to indicate the understanding 
upon which Professor Mecklin accepted the call to the professorship 
of philosophy and psychology in 1904; he writes that he then and at 
all times recognized that his teaching, ‘‘as well as that of every other 
professor,’’ was to be ‘‘in accord with Christianity in the broad 
evangelical interpretation of that term.’’ 

Here, then, would appear to be three distinct views of the posi- 
tion and policy of the college: It is committed to no specific creed; 
it is committed only to the principles of ‘‘evangelical Christianity’’; 
and it is committed to the principles of the Presbyterian Church. 
The committee, for the rest of this report, assumes that substantially 
the last-mentioned view is to be taken as the answer to the first 
question,—that, in the words of a trustee, it has been ‘‘commonly 
understood that the teachings in such departments [?. ¢., those of 
philosophy and psychology] are in general to be in harmony with 
the doctrines of philosophy usually taught and held in the Presby- 
terian Church.’’ But the committee can not but think it highly 
undesirable that in any college a question of such importance should 
be left open to such divergent official answers; and it appears of 
doubtful legality that the prevailing practise in the matter should 
be in express contradiction with an unrepealed clause in the college 
charter. 
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II. The second question which the committee has endeavored to 
answer is: What were the actual grounds upon which Professor Meck- 
lin’s resignation was asked for, and what do these indicate as to the 
doctrinal limitations imposed upon professors in philosophy and psy- 
chology under the present administration of the college? Upon this 
the committee’s findings are as follows: 

1. No connected and altogether definite statement seems ever to 
have been formulated of the specific points in Professor Mecklin’s 
teaching to which objection was made, or of the manner in which 
these were held to conflict with Presbyterian principles. A member 
of the board of trustees of the college, who was present at the meet- 
ing of the curriculum committee at which the matter was first brought 
forward, states that he was unable from the discussion at that meet- 
ing, or in any other way, to ascertain precisely on account of what 
charges as to doctrines held or taught by him Professor Mecklin was 
dismissed. This trustee writes that the accusations of erroneous 
doctrines or opinions made against Professor Mecklin at this meeting 
‘‘were indefinite and as far as I am concerned remain so to this 
present time.’’ Another correspondent conversant with the facts 
writes the committee that the president of the college simply asserted 
that ‘‘the doctrines set forth in certain text-books adopted by Pro- 
fessor Mecklin, viz., Angell on Psychology, Dewey and Tufts on 
Ethies, McDougall on Social Psychology, and Ames on the Psychology 
of Religious Experience, were a departure from the doctrines that 
had been taught in the college in previous years. No definite state- 
ment was ever made by the president to the board of trustees, so 
far as I recollect, of the exact teachings to which he made objections, 
other than the general objections to the text-books above mentioned, 
and a general and indefinite statement that the teachings of Pro- 
fessor Mecklin were not in harmony with the traditional teachings 
of the college in the department of philosophy. Previously to Pro- 
fessor Mecklin’s occupying the chair of philosophy, the teaching in 
that department had for some years been by Presbyterian clergymen 
who devoted a portion of their time thereto, but did not undertake 
to present to the student any clearly defined system of philosophical 
instruction. Professor Mecklin undertook to introduce such a system 
of instruction, in line with other first-class educational institutions, 
some of which were well-known Presbyterian colleges, and used in 
connection therewith, among others, the text-books above mentioned. 
Some of his teachings as inferred from the said text-books were 
objected to by the president as contrary to the traditional teaching 


-of the college on these subjects. The board of trustees did not pass 


upon the questions raised, although they discussed them, and there 
was a difference of opinion among them on the subject. Some of 
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the trustees, feeling it desirable that a controversy of a religious 
or denominational aspect should be avoided, thought it wisest, in 
view of all the circumstances, to advise Professor Mecklin to resign 
rather than have the discussion proceed to a vote, which might or 
might not have been in his favor.’’ There seems, in short, to be no 
general and clear understanding among the members of the board 
of trustees and the faculty of the college as to the precise doctrinal 
grounds upon which the president’s insistence on Professor Mecklin’s 
dismissal was based. It is the opinion of the committee that in no 
institution, of whatever type, should a professor be compelled to re- 
linquish his position for doctrinal reasons, except upon definite 
charges, communicated to him in writing and laid, with the support- 
ing evidence, before the entire board of trustees and the faculty ; and 
that it is unfortunate in any case of this kind that, even by agree- 
ment between the persons concerned, the matter should fail to be 
brought to an explicit issue before the responsible governing body 
of the institution. 

2. It is not, however, impossible to gather from various evidence 
examined by the committee, some indication of the feature of Pro- 
fessor Mecklin’s teaching to which primarily President Warfield took 
exception. His objections seem to have been originally directed 
against the text-books already mentioned, and in these chiefly against 
a certain doctrine. The first intimation to Professor Mecklin that his 
resignation was likely to be demanded was in a letter from President 
Warfield of March 28, 1913, excerpts from which follow: 

‘‘The papers [certain examination papers] which you sent me on 
Monday are simply astonishing. They seem to confirm all that has 
been rumored and to give body to those rumors. It would not be 
just to you or to me if I failed to say so at once and frankly to 
ask for a full statement of your position in regard to this matter 
and to the chair which you hold. . . . My personal regard for you 
is such that any criticism of or objection to your work gives me the 
greatest pain. But obligations I can not escape make it necessary 
for me to ask you to give a full and clear statement with regard 
to your teaching and to say, in as kind a spirit as possible, that as 
president of the college I insist that the instruction in the department 
of philosophy shall be consistent with the professions made by its 
authorities. I shall be glad to give you every opportunity to explain 
your opinions and your teachings, but I ask that you do so explain 
them or retire from the chair which you occupy.’’ It appears that 
the feature of the examination papers in Professor Mecklin’s course 
on ‘‘Theism’’ which aroused these expressions was the application 
of the conception of evolution, or what Professor Mecklin designates 
as ‘‘the genetic and functional method,’’ to the history of religion, 
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including the religion of Israel. And the statements of several mem- 
bers of the faculty show it to be their understanding that, in the 
words of one of them, ‘‘the objection to Dr. Mecklin’s teaching was 
based upon his use of the doctrine or theory of evolution in his dis- 
cussion of the growth of religion.”’ 

So far, then, as may be gathered in the absence of definite charges, 
the doctrine mentioned would appear to have been the original and 
decisive ground of the president’s objection to Professor Mecklin’s 
teaching. Other objections to the contents of the text-books used 
by him were subsequently introduced; and exception was taken also 
to an article published by Dr. Mecklin in The International Journal 
of Ethics in April, 1913. Your committee is not clearly informed 
as to the passages in this article which President Warfield regarded 
with disfavor. In a newspaper statement, given out after Professor 
Mecklin’s resignation, President Warfield declared that his objection 
was to the ‘‘scope and method”’ of Dr. Mecklin’s teaching, ‘‘ especially 
to his extending the instruction of his chair into departments which 
never were intended to be embraced in it, particularly the psy- 
chology of religious experience.’’ It is abundantly evident, however, 
that the question at issue was not the extent, but the actual or sup- 
posed content of Professor Mecklin’s teaching; and the committee 
therefore supposes that the expressions in the president’s published 
statement refer in an obscure manner to his disapproval of the doc- 
trine already indicated. 

3. The committee as a body has, of course, no competency to 
discuss whether the doctrines and the text-books in question are or 
are not in harmony with Presbyterian standards. The committee 
thinks it pertinent, however, to make the following observations: 

(a) At the time of his resignation Professor Mecklin was an 
ordained Presbyterian minister in good standing, and was frequently 
called upon to preach in churches within the Synod of Pennsylvania. 

(b) Certain of the text-books which appear to President War- 
field to be of a dangerous tendency are in use in other colleges of 
definitely Presbyterian affiliations. 

(c) Professor Mecklin declares: 

‘*T have respected the denominational (Presbyterian) connections 
of the college in my teachings, in that I have not allowed moot 
theological questions, such as the supernatural, to rise in the dis- 
cussions of the class-room. I did not think, however, when I accepted 
the chair, that these theological connections would be incompatible 
with the use of the best text-books and the most approved scientific 
methods in such subjects as psychology and ethics and the philosophy 
of religion. The president and his supporters on the board of trus- 
tees objected that the implications of functional psychology and the 
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genetic method are antagonistic to the ultra-conservative (Princeton) 
type of theology which they identify with evangelical Christianity ; 
hence the issue resulting in my resignation.’’ It is also the testimony 
of several members of the Lafayette faculty that it is generally 
understood in the College community that Professor Mecklin ab- 
stained from the direct discussion of questions of dogmatic theology. 

(d) It appears to be the understanding of most of the members 
of the Lafayette faculty who have answered our inquiries, that at 
present adherence to a particular form of Presbyterian theology is 
expected of the professor of philosophy and psychology. One writes: 
‘‘The teachings of the professor of philosophy are expected to con- 
form to the standards of the most orthodox form of Presbyterianism, 
viz., the Princeton type.’’ (The references to ‘‘Princeton’’ here the 
committee understands to be to the Princeton Theological Seminary, 
of which institution Dr. Warfield is president of the board of direc- 
tors.) Another member of the Lafayette faculty writes: ‘‘The creed 
to which the professor of philosophy and psychology is required to 
conform is, I should say, that of the most conservative branch in 
the Presbyterian Church.’’ A third, in reply to the question: ‘‘In 
eases of alleged deviation by any professor from the doctrinal stand- 
ards of the college, by whose interpretation of these standards is 
such deviation determined?’’ answers: ‘‘The president of the col- 
lege.’’ Finally Professor Mecklin states to the committee: 

‘‘Last spring, after receipt of the President’s letter, I asked 
what he meant by the ‘standards of the Presbyterian Church.’ He 
said in reply that he meant by that term the type of Presbyterianism 
found in the Southern Presbyterian Church and in Princeton 
Seminary.”’ 

In view of these facts, the committee is forced to conclude that 
at Lafayette College at the present time tenure of the professorship 
of philosophy and psychology is, in practise, subject, not only to 
the requirement that the teachings of the incumbent shall be in 
substantial harmony with the commonly accepted doctrines of the 
Presbyterian Church, but also to the requirement that his teachings 
shall be in substantial harmony with the theological opinions of the 
administrative authorities of the college, and with their interpreta- 
tion of the philosophical implications of those opinions. The com- 
mittee also concludes that the statement of the Lafayette College 
Catalogue, that the religious instruction there ‘‘is carried on within 
the lines of general acceptance among evangelical Christians, the 
points of agreement, rather than those of disagreement, being empha- 
sized,’’ is not accurately descriptive of the present policy and prac- 
tise of the college. The committee further gathers from various 
evidence brought to its notice that the administration of the 
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college disapproves of the mere presentation to the students, through 
text-books or collateral reading, of any philosophical views which 
it regards as seriously erroneous, and discourages instruction which 
has the effect, as Professor Mecklin’s evidently had, of provoking 
thought and stimulating discussion and debate among the students 
upon philosophical and religious issues. 

4. It remains to inquire, in this connection, whether these special 
restrictions were imposed, as President Warfield intimates, in part 
because of the terms of the gift by which the chair of philosophy 
in this college was endowed. Upon this point the committee finds 
three considerations to be relevant: 

(a) It does not seem that the incumbent of a particular endowed 
chair in any college can rightfully or lawfully be subjected to re- 
quirements to which the charter of that college declares that no 
professor shall be subjected. 

(b) The letter of President Warfield (December 6, 1904) by which 
Dr. Mecklin was called to this professorship contained no intimation 
that the position was regarded as subject to special or peculiar doc- 
trinal restrictions. It declared only that the person to be appointed 
‘‘must approach the work from the point of view of the teacher 
interested in grounding young men in a sound philosophical basis 
for the experiences of life,’’ and that he should be ‘‘an earnest 
Christian man’’ having the ability ‘‘to anchor strong characters to 
high truths.’’ 

(c) Professor Mecklin informs the committee that when he learned 
that his teaching was being criticized, he sought out the founder of 
the chair, explained his own attitude and his views about the work of 
the department, and offered to resign his position if the donor felt 
that the purposes of the foundation were being defeated. Dr. Meck- 
lin assures the committee that the donor declared that he had no 
such feeling and deprecated the step which Dr. Mecklin had offered 
to take. 

III. The third general question taken up by the committee con- 
cerns the attitude of the administrative authorities of Lafayette 
College towards the committee’s inquiry. The letter already given, 
signed by the president of the college, the president of the board 
of trustees, and the chairman of the curriculum committee, can be 
construed by your committee only as a courteous declination to give 
these associations the definite information asked for. The subse- 
quent letter of President Warfield accentuates this declination. 
It is true that in this letter he gives as a reason for his refusal to 
make ‘‘a statement with regard to these matters’’ a formal request 
by ‘‘those who were recognized as speaking for Professor Mecklin”’ 
that ‘‘no information should be given out with regard to what took 
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place before the board of trustees except that after the considera- 
tion of a report from the curriculum committee Dr. Mecklin offered 
his resignation which was accepted and that he was granted a year’s 
salary.’’ President Warfield thus represents his reticence as actu- 
ated, at least in part, by a deference to Professor Mecklin’s wishes. 
Upon this matter Professor Mecklin makes the following statement to 
the committee: that no such request was made to the trustees by his 
authority ; that, on the contrary, he regarded such a policy of secrecy 
about the causes and circumstances of his resignation as unfair to 
him and likely to be detrimental to his professional reputation ; that 
he expressly informed a committee of the trustees which conferred 
with him that he desired no concealment of the grounds for the action 
taken; that he has publicly given evidence that such was his desire, 
by his letter on the case, published in THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY ; 
and that his wish that the facts should be fully made known has come 
within the knowledge of President Warfield. Your committee notes, 
also, that there was published in the Philadelphia Public Ledger of 
June 20, 1913, a long and circumstantial, though incomplete, state- 
ment (already referred to) by Dr. Warfield respecting Dr. Mecklin’s 
resignation; it can not, therefore, be said that hitherto ‘‘no infor- 
mation’’ has been ‘‘given to the public with regard to what took place 
before the board of trustees,’’ beyond that contained in the letter 
above cited. In view of these circumstances the committee finds 
itself unable to suppose that the decisive reason for President War- 
field’s reluctance to answer its inquiries is his consideration for the 
interests and wishes of Professor Mecklin. The committee notes, 
moreover, that two out of the three questions last laid before Presi- 
dent Warfield asked for information, not about the resignation of 
Professor Mecklin, but about the general policy of the college and the 
specific credal requirements attaching to the professorship of phi- 
losophy and psychology. These inquiries, also, President Warfield 
has declined to answer. He intimates, indeed, that he regards it as 
improper for persons not connected with the college to ask, or for 
him to answer, ‘‘questions concerning the college or its members.’’ 
The attitude thus assumed does not seem to this committee one 
which can with propriety be maintained by the officers of any col- 
lege or university towards the inquiries of a representative national 
organization of college and university teachers and other scholars. 
We believe it to be the right of the general body of professors of 
philosophy and psychology to know definitely the conditions of the 
tenure of any professorship in their subject; and also their right, 
and that of the public to which colleges look for support, to under- 
stand unequivocally what measure of freedom of teaching is guaran- 
teed in-any college, and to be informed as to the essential details of 
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any case in which ecredal restrictions, other than those to which the 
college officially stands committed, are publicly declared by responsi- 
ble persons to have been imposed. No college does well to live unto 
itself to such a degree that it fails to recognize that in all such issues 
the university teaching profession at large has a legitimate concern. 
And any college hazards its claim upon the confidence of the public 
and the friendly regard of the teaching profession by an appearance 
of unwillingness to make a full and frank statement of the facts in all 
matters of this sort. 
(signed) A, O. Lovesoy, Chairman, 
Johns Hopkins University. 
J. E. CREIGHTON, 
Cornell University. 
W. E. Hocxine, 
Yale University. 
E. B. McGitvary, 
University of Wisconsin. 
W. T. Marvin, 
Rutgers College. 
G. H. Mean, 
University of Chicago. 
Howarp C. WARREN, 
Princeton University. 





REVIEWS AND ABSTRACTS OF LITERATURE 


The Influence of Monarchs. FreperickK ADAMS Woops. New York: 1913. 
Pp. 13 + 422. 


In “Heredity in Royalty,” Dr. Woods measured the resemblance of 
related individuals in intellect and morals, and presented evidence to show 
that nearly all of this resemblance was referable to inborn nature. In the 
present volume he measures the relation between a monarch’s ability and 
the progress during his reign of the people over whom he rules. The data 
considered reach down to the end of the eighteenth century. The ability 
of a monarch is defined as the general consensus of historians would define 
it; the progress of the people in question is a mixture composed, appar- 
ently, chiefly of material well-being, partly of safety and expansion as a 
nation, and, to a less degree, of individual liberty and gains in science, 
letters, and art. The comments of standard historians impartially col- 
lected serve to grade the two facts, in each case, as superior, medium, or 
inferior, A “raw” correlation of .6 is found between the ability of the 
‘monarch and the progress of his people. Dr. Woods shows that most of 
the factors producing unreliability in the original data act to make this 
“raw” correlation less than it would be were the data unexceptionable. 
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He does not regard certain contrary tendencies—to credit a monarch with 
ability when his realm progressed for whatever cause, and rate him unduly 
low when, by calamities, however caused, his rule suffered—as of great 
magnitude. In general, then, the rise and fall of national well-being on 
the material and political sides is due in large measure to heredity and 
variation acting on the gametes of royal families and the noble families 
who have usurped or been granted monarchical position. England seems 
to have emancipated herself from dependence on the quality of its kings 
by about 1600. 

As in the “ Heredity in Royalty,” Dr. Woods seems to assume that 
intellect, ability, kindness, and chastity are unit characters, segregating 
in the gametes. This is not necessary to his argument, and is in rather 
direct opposition to the general findings of individual psychology, and 
indeed, to some of Dr. Woods’s own measurements. For example, if 
intellect and morality were unit-characters due to the presence or absence 
of a single determiner in the germs, a continuous gradation from very 
high degrees that are rare through mediocre degrees that are common to 
very low degrees that are rare, would not be the form of distribution for 
them. 

It should be noted further that Woods’s measures of the condition of a 
country’s inhabitants, since they are based on the judgments of historians, 
and since these in turn are probably often relative to a standard of what 
in general might be expected in that land and era, are not, and do not 
pretend to be, absolute measures of real advance from or retrogression 
toward some defined zero-point of well-being. 

Those students of history who are rebelling against being confined to 
history as a record to be enlarged and corrected, and who envy the student 
of the natural sciences, will find cause for hope in Dr. Woods’s book and 
suggestions in his methods that are applicable to the investigation of 
many problems in the so-called “ philosophy ” of history. Woods is devoted 
to the cause of replacing individual impressions concerning causes and 
effects in human affairs by objective measurements of relations and more 
unbiased massing of evidence. The criticism that is likely to be made of 
such historiometric work is that it can not be done. The scientific retort 
to this criticism is to go ahead and try to do it; Dr. Woods so retorts in 
this volume, and, in my opinion, with success. 


E. L. THornpDIKE. 
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY. 





JOURNALS AND NEW BOOKS 


REVUE NEO-SCOLASTIQUE DE PHILOSOPHIE. August, 
1913. Vers Vunité (pp. 253-278): D. Mercter.—The moral, as well as 


_ the speculative order, must be brought under the control of reason, so that 


the contents of human consciousness may be united in an integral syn- 
thesis. La démonstration métaphysique du libre arbitre (pp. 279-2938) : 
P. p—E Munnynck.—In order to prove the existence of free will, we must 
not resort to the testimony of consciousness, as has been done too often 
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since Descartes, but to the metaphysical argument. L’esthétique de 
Plotin (pp. 294-338): Jos. Cocnez.—In Plotinus’s system, the first place 
belongs to the beautiful and the good. Intelligence is subsistent beauty; 
the soul is beautiful through intelligence; everything else is beautiful 
through the soul. Le Pragmatisme en morale (pp. 339-365): F. Pat- 
HoRIES.—In the system of the pragmatists, moral science has lost its 
proper object and is bound to disappear. Godefroid de Fontaines (pp. 
365-388): A. Petzer.- A description of the extant manuscripts of Gode- 
froid de Fontaines, a Belgian philosopher of the thirteenth century. 
Le mouvement néo-scolastique (pp. 388-395): M. De Wutr. Comptes 
rendus: A. Mansion, Introduction a la physique d’Aristote: G. Cour. 
J. Lemaire, Cosmologia sive philosophia mineralium: D. Nys. J. Dedieu, 
Montesquieu: G. Lecranp. B. Petronievics, Principien der Metaphysik: 
M. DemutH. <A. Appelmans, La protection des animaux: J. LEMAIRE. 
Dr. Hornich, Viertes Jahrbuch des Vereins fur christ. Erziehungswissen- 
schaft: F. De Hovre. J. Ingenieros, Principios de Psicologia biolégica: 
J. VAN Motié&. Chronique. Sommaire idéologique des ouvrages et revues 
de philosophie. 


Shaw, Charles Gray. The Ego and Its Place in the World. New York: 
The Macmillan Company. 1913. Pp. xii+ 523. $3.75. 


Tagore, Rabindranath. Sadahana; The Realization of Life. New York: 
The Macmillan Company. 1913. Pp. xi+ 164. $1.25. 


Wallin, J. E. Wallace. Psychological Aspects of the Problem of Atmos- 
pheric Smoke Pollution. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press. 
1913. Pp. 46. 


Ward, James. Heredity and Memory. Cambridge: University Press. 
1913. Pp. 56. 1s. 6d. 





NOTES AND NEWS 
LETTER FROM PrRoFEssOR Masor 


To THE EpiTors OF THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY, PsyCHOLOGY, AND ScIEN- 
TIFIC MreTHops: 

Two points in the review of my “ Elements of Psychology”! seem to 
call for brief notice. (1) The reviewer is evidently unfamiliar with the 
distinction between the broad generalization known as the law of psycho- 
neural parallelism and the several doctrines described under the heading— 
psychophysical parallelism, and so finds what he thinks is an incurracy in 
statement. In passing, I may say that in order to avoid all possible mis- 
understanding the term “ psychoneural correlation” will be substituted, 
in the revised edition, for the term “ psychoneural parallelism.” (2) The 
diagram on page 47 of the text has had a sorry time of it at the hands of 
several critics, and no doubt it could be greatly improved. And yet I am 
inclined to think that if it is examined in connection with the descriptive 
matter of the text (p. 48), and if the reader remembers that the diagram 
1This JOURNAL, Vol. X., page 669. 
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professes to be only a diagram (not a figure), his reaction will be a trifle 
milder than that of the reviewer cited above. 
Very truly yours, 


Davip R. Masor 
UNIVERSITY OF OHIO. 





A meeting of the Aristotelian Society was held on December 22, Pro- 
fessor G. Dawes Hicks, President, in the chair. Mr. C. Delisle Burns read 
a paper on “ William of Ockham on Universals.” The problem of the 
reality of universals and particulars is not purely medieval, and not only 
of historical interest. The difficulties which were once faced by William 
of Ockham still need discussion. The problem arises in the perception 
that we do not quite know what we mean when we say that two things are 
similar. Various forms of modern idealism seem to imply that what is 
real is ultimately and most truly one and indivisible. The particular and 
the distinct should therefore have no reality except the conventional real- 
ity given it by our need for action or the unfortunate limitations of 
“ finite” mind. But this is simply to adopt the solution offered by all 
medieval realism in its modern form, as in Thomas Aquinas and Duns 
Scotus. It must mean that particulars are to be explained finally in terms 
of universals; or at least that the individual is regarded as a difficulty re- 
maining over to be explained after we have grasped the real nature of the 
whole. And it was to destroy precisely this form of philosophy that Ock- 
ham labored. The interest of the position as Ockham found it is that it 
was practically the same as that which we find to-day in surviving ideal- 
ism.—A thenaewm. 


Dr. Frank P. Graves, of the Ohio State University, has been ap- 
pointed professor of the history of education, and Dr. Harlan Updegraff, 
of Northwestern University, professor of educational administration at 
the University of Pennsylvania. Professor A. Duncan Yocum, who has 
occupied the chair of pedagogy at that institution, will continue as pro- 
fessor of educational research and practise. 


ProFEssoR SHEPHERD Ivory FRANz, scientific director and psychologist 
of the Government Hospital for the Insane, Washington, D. C., recently 
addressed the Medical Society of St. Louis, on the subject of “ Psycho- 
logical Factors in Medical Practise.” 


A REGULAR meeting of the New York University Philosophical Society 
was held on Tuesday evening, January 13. Professor John Dewey, of Co- 
lumbia University, read a paper on “Some Conceptions of Pragmatism.” 


Mr. H. G. Cuinps, professor of educational psychology in the Brooklyn 
Training School for Teachers, has accepted an appointment to the chair 
of educational psychology in the University of Indiana. 


Mr. A. G. STEELE has been appointed head of the department of psy- 
chology in Temple University, Philadelphia, Pa. 


Mrs. CurisTINE LapD-FRANKLIN recently held a conference on Color- 
vision at the Brooklyn Academy of Music. 





